10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

- 20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

NRRNAOE

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

A%7°3 Corpora .
WILLIAM A. MUNDELL Y P TP o Commissiy
CHAIRMAN sl =5 B g YYUKETED
JIM IRVIN APR o
COMMISSIONER . APRO 200
MARC SPITZER
COMMISSIONER [‘

IN THE MATTER OF U S WEST
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S
COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 271
OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1996

Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238

RESPONSE OF THE COMMISSION STAFF
TO AT&T’S MOTION TO REOPEN THE RECORD
ON CHECKLIST ITEM 7

L INTRODUCTION

On February 12, 2002, AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. and TCG
Phoenix (collectively “AT&T”) filed a Motion to Reopen and Supplement the Record on Qwest
Corporation’s Compliance with Checklist Item Number 7. AT&T states in its Motion that since the
Commission entered two Orders concluding that Qwest has satisfied the requirements of Checklist
Item 7, AT&T has experienced a problem updating the E911 database for certain customers who take
advantage of the local number portability (“LNP”’) option. LNP allows a customer to change local
service providers while retaining his or her telephone number. Staff files the following response to
AT&T’s Motion and recommendation for resolution of this issue.
II. BACKGROUND

AT&T states in its Motion that the problem in most of the cases where it is unable to update
customer information in the E911 database stems from Qwest’s failure to release or “unlock” the
number at the time it is ported to AT&T. Comments at p. 2. AT&T states that if Qwest fails to
unlock the number, the new carrier (“AT&T”) does not have authorization to updaté informatioﬁ in
the database. Id. AT&T goes on to state that the practical effect of this problem is that when the
customer places a call to 911, the operator may send emergency service personnel to the wrong
location because the customer information in the database is not current. Motion at pp. 2-3. AT&T

states that until Qwest implements a process that ensures that it unlocks numbers at the time the
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number is ported to AT&T or any other CLEC, it will continue to endanger customers, place AT&T
at a competitive disadvantage and violate the terms of Section 271 of the Act. Motion at p. 4.
AT&T further states that such 911 access is necessary both to ensure customer safety and to provide
CLECs with a meaningful opportunity to compete against ILECs, such as Qwest. 1d.1

AT&T also stated that according to its records in 2001, it received reject messages for more
than 1,700 Arizona numbers when it tried to update the ALI database. Motion at p. 5. AT&T
alleged that its own investigation revealed that more than 99% of the reject messages received before
November 2001 were attributable to Qwest’s failure to unlock the ported number in the ALI
database. Id. Of these, AT&T stated that more than 1,000 remained locked for over 90 days. Id.

In December, 2001, AT&T stated that it received reject messages on at least 569 numbers and as
of January 29, 2002, at least 222 numbers ported to AT&T remained locked in the ALI database for
more than 30 days. Motion at p. 6.

AT&T states that it is placed at a significant competitive disadvantage because it incurs costs
associated with investigating hundreds and hundreds of these messages. Motion at p. 7. AT&T also
claims that it is unable to obtain penalties against Qwest because there are no performance measures
that evaluate how and when Qwest unlocks access to the ALI database. Id. Additionally, customers
who experience problems are likely to blame AT&T and switch back to Qwest as a result. Id.

Qwest filed a Verified Response to AT&T’s Motion on February 22, 2002. Qwest stated that
it does not dispute the importance of ensuring that 911/E911 services are provided reliably and in
a nondiscriminatory fashion. Qwest Response at p. 2. Qwest further stated that based upon records
Qwest has obtained from Intrado, AT&T does not have “hundreds” of locked records that it is unable
to update. Response at p. 2. Qwest stated that AT&T ﬁas only 9 records that are locked to Qwest.
Id. Of the total 37 locked AT&T records, Qwest states that roughly 65% are for numbers that have

not yet been ported. This occurs when AT&T does not complete the provisioning work for a variety

1 AT&T explained the problem as follows: “When a customer switches to AT&T for local service and wishes to keep
the same telephone number, AT&T feeds appropriate customer information into its internal databases. AT&T uses this
information to send an LNP order to Qwest to have the number ported or cutover to AT&T and to send information to
Intrado, the company that manages Qwest’s Automatic Location Identifier Database (“ALI”). Qwest is then responsible
for a series of events, including porting the number to AT&T at a specified time and sending instructions to Intrado to
unlock the customer’s number so that AT&T can become the “owner” of the customer’s 911 record and, in turn, so that
AT&T may update the customer’s 911 information.” Motion at p. 4.
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or reasons: 1.€., the customer cancelled the order, the customer delayed the due date, or AT&T
personnel were unable to complete their provisioning of the service. Id. For four of the locked
records, Qwest states that the records are locked to another CLEC, not Qwest. Id. Only 9 records
that have been ported are locked to Qwest, and Qwest has asked Intrado to unlock those records. Id.

Qwest also stated that it is in the process of implementing December 2001 draft
recommendations of the National Emergency Number Association (“NENA”) to address locked
records. Id. Qwest further stated that it has contracted with Intrado to implement the NENA-
recommended process to unlock Qwest records based on validation in NeuStar’s number portability
database that the CLEC has activated the number port. Qwest Response at pp. 2-3. Finally, Qwest
states that it has demonstrated its commitment to provide 911/E911 services in a reliable and
nondiscriminatory manner and is already implementing an industry-recommended process to address
locked records. Qwest Response at p. 3.

Qwest also stated that for facilities-based CLECs with their own switching facilities, Intrado
has instituted an industry-developed procedure for ensuring that records are not removed from the
ALI or E911 database when a customer changes carriers. Qwest Response at p. 4. Instead of
removing the customer record when Qwest sends a disconnect, order indicating that an end user has
changed service providers, Intrado “unlocks” the record in the ALI database. Id. The new service
provider then sends a corresponding connect order to Intrado that “locks” the record and makes the
new service provider responsible for the record. Id.

In addition, Qwest states that it has contracted with Intrado to revise the error code process
in response to draft industry recommendations. Id. Under the new process, the first time a error
code occurs, Intrado will validate that the port has been activated and upon validation, immediately
unlock the Qwest record to process the migrate order. Qwest Response at p. 4. Under the new
process, only unsuccessful migrates, such as where Intrado finds that the new service provider has
not activated the service, will be returned to the new service provider for investigation. Id.

Finally, Qwest states that it is important to understand that the industry process for migrate-
type orders was designed to ensure that no E911 record is removed from the E911 database if a

customer changes carriers. Id. Further the process does not affect an end user’s ability to dial 911
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and reach the PSAP for assistance. 1d.

In its Reply, AT&T states that its records show that as of February 25, 2002, it has more than
250 numbers that Qwest has failed to unlock. Reply at pp. 1-2. AT&T also stated that Qwest has
eliminated consideration of information on 911 database updates for facilities based carriers such
as AT&T in the presentation of its data, so that no analysis has been done to determine the scope of
this problem. Reply at p. 2. AT&T also claims that chronic unlock problems are still occurring at
the rate of about one hundred per month in Arizona. Id. AT&T argues that Intrado’s solution is
manual, delaying the unlocking of the CLEC’s customer’s data, is untested, and does not solve the
underlying cause of the 911 unlock problem. Id. AT&T claims that the underlying problem is that
Qwest is not sending a message to unlock the 911 database when a number is ported as it is supposed
to do under national standards. In fact, according to AT&T, Qwest waits to send the message for
months. AT&T Reply at p. 3. In these situations, AT&T claims that it is not able to change its
customers’ information in the 911 database, causing potentially life-threatening situations because
emergency equipment may be sent to the wrong address. Id. AT&T also claims that Qwest’s data
severely understates the 911 database problem. AT&T Reply at p. 5. Qwest claims that its data from
Intrado shows that only 9 numbers were locked to Qwest, but according to AT&T, Qwest gave no
time period for this information. Id. AT&T states that it continues to receive approximately 100
orders with unlock problems every week in Arizona, with a majority of those errors caused by
Qwest. Reply at p. 6.

AT&T also states that Qwest’s solution has some serious problems. First, it is Qwest’s
responsibility to send an unlock message. Second, Intrado has no legal obligation to perform this
function under Qwest’s interconnection agreements, the SGAT, FCC provisions or under the Act.

Reply at pp. 7-8. Third, the process Qwest describes is highly manual and adds a delay that Qwest
does not experience when it updates the 911 database for its retail customers. Reply at p. 8. Finally,
Qwest’s proposed method of cleaning up unlock problems has not been tested. Id.

Finally, AT&T states that the two PIDS, DB1-A, Time to Update Databases, and DB-2,

Accurate Database Updates, do not accurately capture Qwest’s poor performance in failing to unlock

the 911 database in a timely manner. Reply at pp. 8-9. AT&T states that Qwest may only be
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evaluating its retail results and its performance for CLECs ordering resold services, not facilities
based CLEC results. Reply at p. 9.

In its Verified Surreply, Qwest stated that its investigations revealed that it was not Qwest
that has failed in its responsibility to unlock records that is causing many of the problems, but it is
AT&T’s failure to determine the status of its number port activities before it asks for an unlock that
has led to many of the errors AT&T receives. Surreply at p. 4. Qwest’s investigation indicated that
some of the problems were due to the records being locked to another service provider and to AT&T
not having completed provisioning of the services. Id. Thus, in many cases Qwest claims it is not
at fault. Id.

III. DISCUSSION AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff believes that the issue raised by AT&T is very significant and one that must be
addressed. Nonetheless, for the following reasons, Staff does not believe that anything would be
gained by reopening the record and conducting further proceedings on Checklist Item 7. First, as is
apparent from the filings of the parties, this is not just an issue with Qwest. It is a nationwide or
industry-wide problem which is being resolved on a nationwide basis by national standard setting
groups.

Second, the issue appears to have been addressed in many respects by the natibnal standard
setting groups, including NENA and the Local Number Portébility Administration Working Group,
and Qwest has been proactive in adopting the process agreed upon in those standard setting groups.
Qwest noted that in its December 2001 meeting, NENA reached agreement on a draft standard
recommendation for handling the unlocking of records by database administrators so that the migrate
orders from the new service provider can be handled in a more timely manner. The draft NENA
standard is currently in the approval process by the NENA membership. Qwest also pointed out that
Intrado has implemented this new process on February 25, 2002. Under the new process, if the new
service provider’s E911 database update is unsuccessful due to a locked record, Intrado will access
the LNP database, to determine if the new service provider has activated the port. If the CLEC has
activated the port subscription in the NPAC, Intrado will then unlock the record and process the

migrate order to update the E911 database. Intrado has a dedicated team assigned to perform this
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function. Staff believes the important point is that Qwest has implemented NENA-recommended
processes for addressing record locks/unlocks.

Third, most of the disagreement between AT&T and Qwest appears to have come down to
one of “dueling data”; and who is ultimately responsible for the problems experienced by AT&T
with 911 database accuracy with ported numbers It is apparent that the problem is not one that
resides solely with Qwest. Qwest’s own investigation revealed many problems over which it had
no control. For instance, the CLECs may not have ported the number or the records may belong to
a carrier other than Qwest, and that other carrier (not Qwest) would then have the responsibility to
unlock the number. This is not to minimize Qwest’s responsibility to unlock numbers on a timely
basis, but merely to point out that the problem is a joint problem between the company that currently
owns an account and the company that has won the account. Both companies have to notify Intrado
that the number port is taking place. If one fails for some reason, a problem is created.

AT&T expresses serious reservation with the NENA recommendation and agreed upon
process. However, the concerns expressed by AT&T are not ones that could be productively
addressed in a 271 workshop. AT&T states that Intrado has no legal obligation to perform this
function under Qwest’s interconnection agreements, the SGAT, FCC provisions or under the Act.

Staff ﬁotes that it assumes that Qwest has its own separate contractual arrangement with Intrado in
which Intrado agrees to perform this function. Notwithstanding, Qwest would ultimately remain
responsible to ensure that its numbers are unlocked on a timely basis. Staff does not believe that
this issue comes down to one of the proprietary of Qwest contracting with a third party to perform
this function; as this is standard operating practice in the industry as a whole. The issue comes down
to whether the process with Intrado (which incorporates the new NENA standards) will resolve the
911 locking/unlocking problems now being experienced by the industry as a whole. Staff believes
that the new process and new NENA standards will solve a lot of the current problems with locking
and unlocking of 911 numbers. The industry has also reached consensus in the NENA that this
process will alleviate locking and unlocking issues for all carriers.

Moreover, Qwest stated that it has learned from Intrado that since implementation of its

solution, Intrado has investigated the unsuccessful migrates and when valid (i.e., the port activation
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is complete), cleared all migrate records submitted each day. Qwest also noted in its Surreply that
on March 5, 2002, AT&T informed Qwest during hearings in Minnesota that AT&T had submitted
hundreds of numbers to Intrado for unlocking to "test" the Intrado process.” According to Qwest,
the “test” demonstrated that the Intrado process was indeed working. Thus, Staff believes that
AT&T’s concerns that the process “Qwest describes is highly manual and adds a delay that Qwest
does not experience when it updates the 911 database for its retail customers”, and that “Qwest’s
proposed method has not been tested” do not have merit.

Nonetheless, as a result of AT&T having brought this concern to light, Staff believes that

several issues have been raised which merit further review. First, Staff recommends that Qwest’s

SGAT be revised to incorporate a provision which details the process for Intrado to unlock the Qwest
numbers when it is determined by Intrado that the service provider (CLEC) has activated the port.
Qwest should be required to propose SGAT language within 10 days which details the process to
be used by Intrado and which obligates Qwest and the CLECs to follow and implement future NENA
standards pertaining to 911. Qwest should aiso be required to include such provisions in its
interconnection agreements on a going forward basis.

While Qwest has agreed to the NENA process and has contracted with Intrado to implement
it, the data also indicated a problem with CLECs which also have numbers locked to them which
were not being unlocked on a timely basis. Intrado has agreed to unlock a CLEC’s customer records
under this process, for no additional charge, if authorized to do so by the CLEC. CLEC
authorization should not be a problem with future interconnection agreements where these provisions
can be included.

A problem arises however, in that many CLECs are operating under interconnection
agreements with no provision of this nature. Staff believes that since a condition is contained in all
CC&Ns which obligates the carrier to follow NENA guidelines on 911, this should be sufficient.

However, Qwest should notify Staff if Intrado still requires actual CLEC authorization, and Staff
will initiate a separate process to address this issue. Staff believes a separate process to address this
issue outside of the 271 proceeding is appropriate since this involves the obligations of CLECs.

AT&T also raised an issue regarding the database PIDs not being useful in measuring
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Qwest’s performance since they only report on Qwest sending the information to Intrado. In general,
new PIDs have been addressed in the 271 Test Advisory Group (“TAG”). AT&T is free to raise this
issue in the TAG and propose the adoption of a new PID to measure Qwest’s performance relative
to 911 database accuracy.

Finally, Intrado furnishes a report to all carriers on their performance. The report is required
by the SGAT and is entitled “Unsuccessful Migrate Report”. The report should furnish information
that would indicate if a problem exists and the nature of any problem. Staff believes that the reports
produced by Intrado anfi provided to each CLEC should also be provided to the Commission Staff
since a problem may come to light which may need Commission intervention.

IV. CONCLUSION
In summary, Staff recommends that AT&T’s Motion to Reopen and Supplement the Record

on Checklist Item 7 be denied.

RESPECTFULLY submitted this 5 day of April, 2002.

[V s 4.t

Maureen A. Sc%tt \/

Attorney, Legal'Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
Telephone: (602) 542-6022
Facsimile: (602) 542-5870

e-mail: maureenscott(@cc.state.az.us
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Original and ten copies of the foregoing

were filed this 5™ day of March, 2002, with:

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Copies of the foregoing were mailed and/or
hand-delivered this 5" day of March, 2002, to:

Charles Steese

Andrew Crain

Qwest Communications, Inc.
1801 California Street, #5100
Denver, Colorado 80202

Maureen Armold

QWEST Communications, Inc.
3033 N. Third Street, Room 1010
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Michael M. Grant

Gallagher and Kennedy

2575 E. Camelback Road
Phdenix, Arizona 85016-9225

Timothy Berg

. FENNEMORE CRAIG

3003 N. Central Ave., Suite 2600
Phoenix, Arizona 85016

Nigel Bates

Electric Lightwave, Inc.

4400 NE 77™ Avenue
Vancouver, Washington 98662

Brian Thomas, VP Reg. - West
Time Warner Telecom, Inc.
520 SW 6™ Avenue, Suite 300
Portland, Oregon 97204

Richard P. Kolb, VP-Reg. Affairs
OnePoint Communications

Two Conway Park

150 Field Drive, Suite 300

Lake Forest, Illinois 60045

Eric S. Heath

Sprint Communications Co.
100 Spear Street, Suite 930
San Francisco, CA 94105

Thomas H. Campbell
LEWIS & ROCA

40 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Andrew O. Isar

TRI

4312 92™ Avenue, N.W.

Gig Harbor, Washington 98335

Michael W. Patten

Roshka Heyman & DeWulf
One Arizona Center

400 East Van Buren, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Charles Kallenbach

American Communications Services Inc
131 National Business Parkway
Annapolis Junction, Maryland 20701

Thomas F. Dixon

MCI Telecommunications Corp
707 17th Street, #3900

Denver, Colorado 80202

Kevin Chapman
Director-Regulatory Relations
SBC Telecom, Inc.

300 Convent Street, Rm. 13-Q-40
San Antonio, TX 78205
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Richard S. Wolters

AT&T & TCG

1875 Lawrence Street, Room 1575
Denver, Colorado 80202

Joyce Hundley

United States Department of Justice
Antitrust Division

1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000
Washington, DC 20530

Joan Burke

Osbom Maledon

2929 N. Central Avenue, 21st Floor
P.O. Box 36379

Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379

Scott S. Wakefield, Chief Counsel
RUCO

2828 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1200
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Rod Aguilar

AT&T

795 Folsom St., #2104

San Francisco, CA 94107-1243

Daniel Waggoner

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE
2600 Century Square

1501 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101-1688

Raymond S. Heyman

ROSHKA HEYMAN & DeWULF
One Arizona Center

400 East Van Buren, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF
AMERICA

5818 North 7" Street, Suite 206
Phoenix, Arizona 85014-5811
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Gena Doyscher

Global Crossing Local Services, Inc.
1221 Nicollet Mall

Minneapolis, MN 55403-2420

Karen L. Clauson

ESCHELON TELECOM, INC.

730 Second Avenue South, Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Mark P. Trinchero

Davis, Wright Tremaine

1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300
Portland, OR 97201

Traci Grundon

Davis, Wright & Tremaine LLP
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

Bradley Carroll, Esq.

COX ARIZONA TELCOM, L.L.C.
20401 North 29 Avenue

Phoenix, AZ 85027

Mark N. Rogers

Excell Agent Services, L.L.C.
2175 W. 14" Street

Tempe, AZ 85281

Barbara P. Shever

LEC Relations Mgr.-Industry Policy
Z-Tel Communications, Inc.

601 S. Harbour Island Blvd., Suite 220
Tampa, FL 33602

Jonathan E. Canis

Michael B. Hazzard

Kelly Drye & Warren L.L.P.
1200 19™ Street, NW, Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Ms. Andrea P. Harris

Sr. Manager, Reg.
ALLEGIANCE TELECOM, INC.
2101 Webster, Suite 1580
Oakland, California 94612
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Dennis D. Ahlers, Sr. Attorney
Eschelon Telecom, Inc.

730 Second Ave. South, Ste. 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Garry Appel, Esq.

TESS Communications, Inc.

1917 Market Street

Denver, CO 80202

Todd C. Wiley Esq. for

COVAD Communications Co.
GALLAGHER AND KENNEDY
2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-9225

K. Megan Doberneck, Esq. for
COVAD Communications Co.
7901 Lowry Blvd

Denver, CO 80230

Steven J. Duffy

Ridge & Isaacson P.C.

3101 N. Central Ave., Suite 1090
Phoenix, AZ 85012-2638

Viola R. Kizis
Secretary to Maureen A. Scott
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